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N00236.002107
NAS ALAMEDA POINT

D_l_gO, C|alldi_l[ CONT _NI_I_CS_ ssIc NO. 5090.3[

Subject: FW: EPAcommentsontheDraftRIfortheSkeetRangeatAlameda

B
_eetepa.wpd

.....Original Message.....

From: Ripperda.MarkOepamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Ripperda.Mark@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2003 S:41 PM
TO: McClelland,Michael E (_FDSW);jch@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov;
mliaoOdtsc.ca.gov;Dick, Andrew E (EFDSW);Lea Loizos
Subject: EPA €o_wnentson the Draft RI for the Skeet Range at Alameda

Hi Mike and Andrew, here are our commen_son the Draft RE for the Skeet
Range in a WordPerfectfile.

Sorry about being so late, but I really struggledtrying _o
correlateyour probabilisticmodel and weak TRV derivationto a
real world risk. I never did get comfortablecoming to a decision
about either accepting or rejectingthe No Further Action
recommendation,and I couldn't find a biologist willing to committ
either, SO we'll wait to see the Regional Board's comments, as
they have more experiencewith skeet ranges around the bay, and
also for the Navy's responsetO co,uaents.

(See attached file: skeet.epa.wpd)
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EPA Comment_on theDraftR[ for theSkeetRange atAlamedaPoint

General Comments

1 . Section 3 should probably be called

Nature and Ext,ent o£ Contamination. with

a sub-section on Source ot Contamination.

This chapter should include data on the

number of lead pellets per area, rather

than just pellets per liter o£ mud, as a

precursor to the data presented in Table

4-11.

2. Section 5.3 states that access to the

site is currently limited because o£ UXO

and radium along the edges of Site I.

section 3 should include a sub-section

mentioning this and discussing whether

any radium or UXO is £ound on-shore at

the Skeet Range, and also discuss whether

any other surface or groundwater

contamination could have migrated £rom

Site I . I £ these other contaminants may

be present onshore at the Trap and Skeet

Range, then they must be included in the

Human Health Risk Assessment.

8. The binomial probability analysis

involves the use of many hard to estimate

input parameters. Thus, the discussion

o£ risk is mostly based on the
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variability of the scenarios, with the

conclusions presented in terms o£

percentage 0£ scenarios that had

acceptable riskS. The resulting

conclusion in Section 4.2.5 that the

population risk was acceptable in over

80% o£ the scenarios is thus based on the

number of calculations, not on any

physical conditions. Could this have

been done in a more straightforward way,

perhaps just taking the weighted 'P' from

Table 4-11 multiplied by the site use

factor (SUF) to come up with the fraction

of gizzard grit that is lead shot. This

would remove several hard-to-define

parameters f tom the analysis and make the

variability o£ the SUF much more evident.

4. The Report speculates that "Ampeli$ca

mats" decrease the availability o£

contaminants by preventing food chain

transfer to fish. Additional support is

needed for this contention because the

Report (page 61 ) states that Ampe]isca may

serve as prey for fish and benthic

feeding birds, and lead shot is present

in the top 5 centimeter (cm) of sediment

in half o£ all sediment samples (page

66), within the depth at which fish ana

bi rds would likely be foraging.

Additionally, the Report states that

Ampelisca were present in "the majority"

o£ sediment samples, but does not discuss

the density or depth o£ lead shot at
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locations lacking thick AmpeJisca mats.

Also. there is no discussion of whether

the mats exist at other areas where birds

may forage for grit. Since the Navy's

interpretation of the results of the ERA

relies substantially on the contention

that lead shot is not generally availabIe

to fish and benthic feeding birds, the

Report should include additional

discussion of the areal extent of

Ampelisca mats and the presence of lea_

shot in the top 5 cm of sediment.
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Specific Comments

I. SectionI.I.l,SiteDescription,PagesIand2 andFigureI-2:Thelocationoftheskeet
rangeisnotshownonFigureI-2,soitisdifficulttocomparethefigurewiththe
descriptioninthetext.Forexample,thetextstatesthatthedepthofwaterranges"from
<5ft(<I.5m)toabout12ft(3.7m),"butthedepthwithin800feetofshoreisgreater
than 15 feet in the southern partof Figure1-2. Since the locationof the skeet range is
vague,it is unclear if the deeperportionsareincludedwithin theboundaries of the range.
Please delineate the locationof the SkeetRange on Figure I-2.

2. Section 1.1.1,Site Description andPhysicalSetting,Page 2: The texton page 2 states:
"Percentfines increaseswithincreasingdistance from the shore," but a comparisonof
Table 1-I withthe locations ploued on Figure 1-4reveals that the distribution of percent
fines is more randomthanthis statementappearsto imply. For example,SR006 is
located muchcloser to shore thanSKB012, but SR006 containsmore fines (86.7 percent)
than SKB012, which contains82.6 l_rcent fines. Similarproblemswere notedwhen the
percentfines wasplottedfor otherstations. Please revise or remove the statement.

3. Sect ion 1 . 1 . 3 . 1 , 1996 OU4 Ecological Risk

Assessment, Page 5 and Figure 1 -4: The

text states that "grab samples were

collected every 45 £eet along 5 transects

(A through E} covering an angle of 90

degrees outward from the shoot range

(Figure 1 -4} ," but there are 10

transects, not 5, on Figure 1 -4 and none
0£ them are labeled. Please label the

transects on Figure 1 -4 and clari£y the
number of transects in the text .

4. Secfionl.l.3.1,1_6OU4_ogical_A_ssment, PageS: The text

describes the development 0£ a series o£

arcs that represent three areas o£

dif£erent shot density but does not

include a figure or describe where the

shot density was the greatest. Please

provide a figure that shows the arcs and

the areas where the shot density was
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greatest.

5. Section3.1.1,SedimentChemisu'y,Page37:Thetext indicatesthat thethreeStations
whereconcentrationsof high molecularweightPAHs(HPAHs)and/orlowmolecular
weightPAHs(LPA/-ls)weredetectedabovetheeffec_ range-lowvalues(ER-Ls)are
locatedalongthe northernedgeof the SkeetRange. However,thesethroeStations(SK-
04, SK-06,andSK-I1)appearto be locatedin thenorthernhalfof theSkeetRange,but
arelocatedalong theeasternedgeof theareathatwassampled,not alongthe northern
edge. Thisis significantbecausethetext latersuggeststhatthe contaminationfromthe
OaklandInnerHarbor,locatednorthof the SkeetRange,mayhave impactedthesethree
Stations.Pleaserevisethe textto accuratelydescribethe locationof these threeStations.

6. Section3.I.1,SedimentChemistry,Page40: Thetext indicatesthatthroughanalysisof
polynucleararomatichydrocarbons(PAHs)it wasobservedthatPAHsaredistributed
relativelyuniformlythroughoutthesedimentdepth(particularlywithin theupper20cm).
However,a reviewof AppendixArevealsthatthis statementdoesnotreflecttheactual
distributionof analyticalresultsforPAHs. Forexample,extremelyhigh concen_ations
of PAHsweredetectedat StationSK-! ti'om45 to 100cm. However.concentrationsof
PAils in shallowerdepthsat thissameStation,whilestillaboveER-Ls,werenotnearly
as high. Furthermore,concentrationsof PAHsdetectedat StationSK-II wereaboveER-
Lsmainlyinthe 15to20 cmdepthrange. However,at StationSK-21,PAHswerefound
atconcentrationsaboveER-Lsmainlyin the5 to 10cmdepthrange. Additionally,the
majorityof the coreswereonlyextendedto 20cm, so it is not possibleto determine
whetherPAHsamdistributeduniformlyoverdepth.It appearsthatthedistributionof
PAHsis sporadicbothlaterallyandvertically.Therefore,becausenot enoughevidence
exists to drawtheconclusionthatPAHsaredistributedrelativelyuniformlythroughout
the _dime,nt depth,pleaserevisethestatementaboutPAHdistributionon page40 and
whe_vcr else it occursthroughoutthedocument.

7. Section3.1.1,SedimentChemistry,Page40: Analyticalresultsfor individualPAl-Isare
notdiscussedin thissection. AppendixA includesgraphicaldata that indicatesthatthe
ecologicalscreeningcriteriawereexceededforfifteenPAHs.PleasediscussPAHs
individuallyin this sectionandincludewhichanalytesweredetectedatconcentrations
abovetheirER-Lsandwhereandatwhatdepth thesedetectionswerelocated.

8. Figure3-3LeadShotDensityfrom0-5cmDepthin 2.-4turnSieve,Page41 andTablcA-
4: Ris unclearhow the leadshotdensitywasobtainedat SK-19as prescnmdon Figure
3.3. Thefigureindicatesthat thedensitywasobtainedby anal_is of the grabsampling
performedin 1996. However,TableA-4only presentsleadshotdensityforthecore
collectedatSK-19. Additionally,the leadshotdensitydiffersbetweenthe text("highest
density,"assumedto be 51-115shot/iiter,[shot/l]),figure(31-50shot/I)andtable (66.6
shot/l)forthe0-5 cmdepth. Pleaseresolvethesediscrepancies.

9 . Section3.1.2,LeadShotDensity,Page40: There is a di_repancyin the leadshotdensity
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detectedat SK-46betweenthetext, theanalyticaldatapresentedonFigure3-3 and
AppendixA Thetext indicatesthatthe leadshotdensityat this locationwasbetween51
and 115shot/l. However,Figure3-3andAppendixA indicatethatthe leadshotdensity
at this locationwas46.5 shot/1.Pleaseresolvethisdiscrepancy.

10. Figure3-3,LeadShotDensityfrom0-5cmDepthin 2-4mm Sieve,Page4h Thereis a
discrepancybetweenthe leadshotdensityat SK-19presentedon Figure3-3 andthe lead
shotdensityat SK-19in AppendixA. Figure3-3depictsthe leadshotdensityat SK-19
to bewithintherangeof 31 to 50 shot/]. However,on pageA-86in AppendixA,Table
A-4, the leadshotdensityin the2-4mm sieveat SK-19is 51.80shot/land59.20shot/lin
theduplicate.OnpageA-94,theleadshotdensityin the0.5 to 2 mmsievewas 14.8
shot/1and in theduplicate,7.4shot/l. Pleaserevisethe figureto reflectthecorrect
concentration.

11. Figure3-3,LeadShotDensityfrom0-5cmDepthin 2-4mmSieve,Page41:Thereis a
discrepancybetweenFigure3-3andTableA-4,AppendixA regardingleadshotdensity
at SK-42. TheleadshotdensityatSK-42,as presentedonFigure 3-3, is between11and
30 shot/l. However,TableA-4in AppendixA onpageA-91indicatesthat theleadshot
densityat SK-42is 32.08shot/l. Pleaserevisethefigure.

"12 . Figure3-6,LeadShotDensityfrom15-20cmDepthin2-4 mmSieve,Page44: Thereis
a discrepancybetweenFigure3-6andTableA-4AppendixA regardingleadshotdensity
at SK-25. The leadshotdensityatSK-25,as pmsentextonFigure3-6,is between1 and
10shot/l. However,TableA-4inAppendixA on pagesA-86andA-87indicatesthat the
leadshotdensityfromthe 2-4mmsieveat SK-25is 7.40shot/land17,27shot/l in the
duplicate.Inthe0.5-2ramsieve,9.87shot/lwerecountedin thesampleand22.2shot/lin
theduplicate. Pleaserevisethe figureto includethegreaterdensitydetectedin the
duplicate.

i3. Section 3.1.2, LeadShot, Page 45: Thereappearsto be a discrepancy between the text
andFigures3-3 through3-6. The text on page45 states that "a majorityof the samples
contained increasinglead shot densitywithdepth." However, Figures3-3 through3-6
andthe datain TableA-4 appearto indicateotherwise. At some locations,the densityof
shot decreaseswith depth. Sedimentcollected from SK-15 and SK-10 appearsto have
fairlyconsistent amountof lead shot throughoutthecore. Duplicate cores do not
necessarily have the same pattern. The table below was created by adding the shot
densities from the different sieve sizes for the same depth intervalfrom l0 stations:

Location shotdensityat shotdensityat shotdensityat shotdensityat
0-5 cm (shot/i) 5-I0 em (shot/l) 10-15 cm (shot/l) 15-20 cm (shot/l)

SK-3 2.47 4.97 44.40 86.34

SK-7 14.80 76.47 22.20 19.74
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Location shot density at sho{ density at shot density at shot density at
0-5 cm (._hot/l) 5-I0 cm (shodl) I0-15 cm (shot/l) 15-20 cm (shodl)

SK-7 dup 34.54 29.61 24.67 0.00
,, .., , ,,,

SK-10 39.47 44.40 56.74 46.87

SK-13 2.47 14.80 61.67 44.41

SK- 14 27.14 76.47 41.94 9.87

SK-15 101.14 91.27 76.47 106.0g
,,..

SK-17 2,47 41.94 56.74 19.74

SK-19 66.60 44.40 19.71 39.47
,=

SK-19 66.61 34.54 59.21 17.27
dup

....... ,.= ,,

SK-23 39.47 66.61 2.47 0.00

SK-25 0.00 0.00 4.94 17.27

SK-25 0.00 0.00 27.13 39.47

dup

The _ta do n_ sug_st _g lead sh_ densi_ inc_s confi_ently wi_ de_. Plose
mvi_ _e quoth sta_nz to i_icate _ _ is no correlation _een t_ density of
le_ _m _d _p_.

1 4 . Section3.l.2,_Shot, Pag¢45: The rex t s tales that the

"increasing lead shot density with

depth.., support the finding from the

sediment dynamics atudy that gradual

sedimentation was occurring at the site,"

but since the data do not support the

premise (see previous commen_ on the

correlation o£ the leaO shot density with

depth), the conclusion is unwarranted.

Further, the text in Section 3.1.3

suggests that clay fragments were

transported (see the last sentence of
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this section), so it is unclear why lead

shot was not also transported. Please

delete the conclusion that gradual

burying is occurring at this site.

15. Section4, EcologicalRiskAssessment,andAppendixD: ProbabilityModelParameters
Proposal: The TRVs selected as no effect and effectlevelsof leadshothavenot been

derivedappropriatelyandmayresultin a substanti',dunderestimateof leadshottoxicity
•andrisks.Specificconcernsinclude:

TheTRVderivationdiscountsa substantialnumberof studiesshowinghighlead
shottoxicitybasedon theassumptionthattherewasinadequateproteinand
calciumin thediets. Forexample,theReportstatesthatobservationsof adverse
effectson ring-neckedducksinthe field(SandersonandBell+ose,1986)indicated
thatthedietwas low in proteinandcalcium. Theassumptionof inadequatediet is
not a sufficientbasisfor ignoringstudiesshowinghigh toxicityoflead shot. A
moredefensibleevaluationis required,includingconsiderationof theducks'
likely food source and potential protein and calcium content of the diet tot each of
the di_ountcd studies. The TRV derivation also inappropriately discounted the
study of Rattner (1989) because of an absence of nutritional information.
Derivation of a TRV based only on the Sanderson (2002) study is not acceptable.
The TRV derivation must use the studies of Mautino and Bell (1986) and Chasco
et a!. (1994) using birds fed natural diets, these studies demonstrate no effect
levels of less than two shot. Exclusion of any studies must include additional
justification, including a quantitative comparison of site diet nutrition data to
study nutritional data (or likely protein and calcium content based on other
studies).

The selected TRV was based on Sanderson (2002), which did not include a

control and only included one dose level of lead shot. This study is not adequate
for deriving a TRV because all statistical analyses were based on comparison
among birds dosed with lead shot.

17. Section 4 , Ecological Risk Assessment ,

and Appendix O: Probability Model

Pa ramete rs Proposa I : The probabilitymodelisnotadequatefor

assessing lead shot risks to waterfowl because it relies on a number of unsupported
assumptions that may result in a substantial underestimation of exposure and risks to
waterfowl. Specific concerns include:

The probability of an individual bird encountering a lead shot particle (p) is based
on a site wide weighted average grit and lead shot abundances as shown in
Equation 2 on page D-2. Appendix A shows that grit and lead shot abundance is
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extn_mclyi_terogeneous. Forexample,one surfacesediment sample(AAE 550-
A) shows a grit countof 106,917 grit anda shot count of 1, whereasanother
sample (AAE-557-A) shows a gritcountof 10anda shot count of 110 (TableA-
4). Averagingacrossall areasof the sitedoes not accountfor the hclerogeneJtyof
the site andthe possibilityof specific locationsposing risks to birdsthatmay
result in population-level risks. See the commentbelow for a suggested
alternative modeling approach to addresspopulation-level risks from
heterogeneouscontamination. The mode 1 shoulO be

revised 40 consider a heterogeneous

distribution of shot and grit ,

including upper 95% confidence limit

distributions of shot:grit ratios

rather than weighted average values .

[] The probability of a bird

encountering a lead shot particle is

also based on an assumed £raction o£

ingested grit that is _ 2 mm

(Equation 2; p. 0-2). The assumed

size £raction (£ = 0. 1 8) is not

adequately supported and may

substantially and inappropriately

reduce the estimated exposure and

risks.

** TOTAL PAGE. II **


